General English (L2) proficiency and reading strategies are believed to be highly effective in successful reading performance. However, available studies rarely investigated the combined effects of these two variables on successful reading. To fill this gap, 78 university students were divided into four groups of different degrees of these two variables in L2 and given a reading test in English and an interview for assessing how much of the problems in L2 reading among the four groups were rooted in linguistic competence and/or strategic competence. Findings evinced that the high general proficiency level coupled with high awareness and use of reading strategies would result in best performance and that the pattern of answers to different components of reading question is different in different groups. It is concluded that both of the variables should be emphasized simultaneously for the best performance in reading comprehension.
INTRODUCTION
define reading ability as the efficiency of the reader, "to draw meaning from the printed page and interpret this information appropriately". Readers should actively participate in the reading process to construct text meaning. This makes reading an interactive process among readers, texts and tasks (Koda, 2005) . In order to read effectively, readers need appropriate reading strategies. Urquhart and Weir (1998, p. 95) define reading strategies as "ways of getting around difficulties encountered while reading". Studies (e.g., Oxford et al., 1993) have shown the importance of reading strategies and language proficiency in successful reading performance. Regarding the mutual effects of lower level (e.g., word processing) or higher level (e.g., use of reading strategies for text comprehension) processing on each other in reading comprehension there are different views. Some researchers (e.g., Perfetti & Hart, 2001 ) suggest that inefficiency in lower level processing inhibits higherlevel processes. on the other hand, other researchers (e.g., Walczyk, 2000 ) stress the role of higher level processing in reading comprehension and state that as readers employ strategies for processing, inefficiency in lower-level processing does not normally hinder reading comprehension. According to Phan (2006) strategic reading plays an essential part in removing reading difficulties and achieving comprehension goals. Research studies of the past three decades have shown the good effects of
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International Journal of Instruction, January 2015 • Vol.8, No.1 comprehension strategies on reading performance. Koda (2004) found that strategic reading would compensate for learners' comprehension problems and develop their critical thinking. Mokhtari & Perry (2008) showed it was likely that greater awareness of reading strategies would lead to better reading comprehension. Other studies (e.g., Anderson, 1991; Brantmeier & Dragiyski, 2009 ) also showed the use of strategies would differentiate between good and poor readers. However, in order to use reading strategies effectively, readers should reach a certain level of linguistic proficiency. In fact, studies (e.g., Alderson, 1984; Koda, 2005) showed lack of linguistic proficiency would shortcircuit effective strategy use. Many studies were conducted showing the relationship between language proficiency and strategy use. For example, Liu (2004) and Nisbet et al., (2005) found that more proficient language learners used a wider range of language learning strategies.
Contrary to the above studies, however, as has been shown by Eskey (2005) and Phan (2006) high proficiency level is not always a determining factor in coping with reading problems. In such cases, these students feel perplexed and cannot take an appropriate approach to improve their reading performance. (Shokrpour & Fotovatian, 2009) As was discussed above, most of the available studies found a strong relationship between English language proficiency and awareness and use of strategies in English reading comprehension. However, as an EFL teacher in Iran, I have observed students who are of a good linguistic ability but lack awareness and effective use of strategies for reading comprehension. These students are mostly those who rely more on the linguistic competence and are not aware of reading strategies or do not use them effectively. The reverse has also been observed. I had students who are poor in linguistic competence but have a good repertoire of reading strategies to compensate for linguistic deficiency for reading in L2 (English). Though there is a good number of research available on the relationship of reading strategies and language proficiency in English, researchers did not study the combined effects of different degrees of both general proficiency level and awareness and use of reading strategies on effective reading comprehension in L2 (English). Considering the fact that the balance between the two linguistic (general English proficiency) and cognitive (awareness and use of reading strategies) variables might be disturbed due to lack of strength in each of these variables or even due to overemphasis of one variable over another, this paper studies the combined effects of the two types of linguistic and strategic knowledge on efficient reading comprehension of Iranian EFL students. It also seeks two other purposes. One is to find out which of the reading comprehension question types are most/least affected as a result of the combination of awareness and use of strategies and level of general proficiency in English. Another purpose is to find out how much of the problems in L2 reading are rooted in linguistic competence and/or strategic competence.
Therefore, this study attempts to answer the following questions: 3-How much of the problems in L2 reading among the four groups are rooted in language proficiency and/or reading strategy awareness and use in English?
METHOD

Subjects
78 university students participated in this study. They were undergraduate freshmen who were admitted to the University of Mazandaran for full-time academic study in basic sciences. Background information collected at the beginning of the study indicated that 52.56% were male and 47.43% were female students and the age range was from 19 to 23. They agreed to participate in the research and found it interesting after the purpose and nature of the research was revealed to them. These students had studied English for 3 and 4 years at junior and senior high school levels, respectively. Therefore, they had an acceptable level of general English proficiency to pursue university-level course work without any language-related restrictions (Generally, they had to pass these courses with the minimum score of ten out of twenty). English courses at senior high school level are predominantly reading based. In order to come to this level of education at the University of Mazandaran, the students had to pass the entrance exam for state universities which is held nationwide each year. Therefore, this test functioned as a screening test for students to get admission to the University of Mazandaran.
Instruments
The following instruments were used in this study.
Assessment of awareness and use of reading strategies
The students' awareness and use of reading strategies was assessed through MARSI (Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory) (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002) . The instrument was originally designed to measure students' awareness and use of reading strategies while reading academic or school-related materials. MARSI is composed of thirty items in three broad categories of Global Reading Strategies, Problem-Solving Strategies and Support Reading Strategies. The instrument was given to 20 freshmen students at the University of Mazandaran, the faculty of basic sciences. The internal consistency reliability coefficient for the whole instrument (without calculating the reliability index for each of the three components separately), using the KR-21 formula was 0.88. However, the complete description of the psychometric properties as well as its theoretical and research foundations of the instrument can be found in Mokhtari & Reichard (2002) . The instrument was translated into Persian, the first language and academic language of the participants, so that the participants would feel more comfortable with the instrument and understand the items better. The translated version of the instrument along with its original version was submitted to two
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Language Proficiency Test
In order to make sure of the general English proficiency of the subjects, a test of Nelson, series 400A, was employed. It consisted of four parts: Reading comprehension, cloze passage, vocabulary, and pronunciation. All parts were in the form of multiple-choice questions. There were in all 50 items and the time allotted was 35 minutes. The test was piloted against a similar group of 15 students and the reliability of the test scores according to the KR-21 formula turned out to be .79.
Test of Reading Comprehension in English
Day & Park (2005) presented taxonomy of the types of comprehension questions believed to help students understand the text better by becoming interactive readers. They recommended six types (i.e., Literal comprehension, Reorganization, Inference, Prediction, Evaluation, Personal Response) of questions to be employed by teachers and material developers to help students become interactive readers. However, the first three types of comprehension questions were employed in this study as they were more objective for scoring purposes. Literal comprehension refers to an understanding of the direct and explicit meaning of the text, such as facts, vocabulary, dates, times, and locations. An example of a literal comprehension question about this article is: How many types of comprehension do the authors discuss? Reorganization is based on the literal understanding of the text. However, it is more complex than literal meaning comprehension type questions, as students should move from a sentence-by-sentence understanding of the text to a more global view. Readers must put together information collected from various parts of the text for more understanding. Answer to Inference questions are not explicitly stated in the text and are a combination of the literal understanding of the text with the readers' knowledge and intuitions.
In developing the test of reading comprehension in English four passages were selected from the reading section of books two and three of New Interchange series. The number of words in the selected four passages ranged from 257 to 295 words. Seven items were developed for each passage and in all there were twenty eight items. The reliability of the test of reading in English was also taken care of at the piloting stage through the KR-21 formula which turned out to be .76. To determine the concurrent validity of the test of reading, the correlation coefficient between the Nelson test of proficiency and the test of reading comprehension was calculated and turned out to be .84 which was suitable for the purpose of this study. The time allowed was 40 minutes as determined at the piloting stage.
Interview protocol on reading
In order to capture more in-depth information regarding the different problems that the participants from the four groups (See the procedure section for more information about the composition of the four groups) faced in reading, the researcher gave a one-on-one semi-structured interview with four participants, one from each group, using open-ended Talebi   51 International Journal of Instruction, January 2015 • Vol.8, No.1 questions. The semi-structured interviews allow the researcher to negotiate meanings with the interviewees and give an opportunity for the researcher to probe for further and deeper information. The interview for each student took about 15 minutes. All interviews were audio recorded with the students' oral consent.
Procedures
Instruments were distributed to the students during the class hour. Students were informed of the objective of the study. Then, the researcher gave a description of the instruments, and explained how to complete them. First, through administering the Nelson test of proficiency to all participants, those whose scores were below (N: 42 students) and above (N: 36 students) the mean score were selected as low and high general English proficiency level students, respectively. (See Table 1 ) The next session they were given the reading strategies questionnaire as a measure for the participants to report their perceived strategies while reading in English. However, in the two groups of high and low proficiency levels, the perceived use of strategies was reported and from the obtained data in the two groups those whose scores were below and above the mean (115.38) were considered as low and high groups of strategy awareness and use, respectively. (See table 1) The following table (table 2) is the schematic presentation of the participants in the four groups. Finally, after determining to which group the participants belonged in terms of having different combined degrees of linguistic proficiency and reading strategy awareness and use, the reading comprehension test was distributed.
For the quantitative phase of the study interviews were given for assessing how much of the problems in L2 reading among the four groups were rooted in linguistic competence and/or strategic competence. One student from each of the four groups was selected randomly for the interview. The interviews were conducted in Persian as both the participants and the researcher felt more comfortable and expressive in Persian and it was believed that more accurate data would be collected. The recordings were transcribed and translated from Persian to English language. In data analysis the data were coded and divided into segments with similar characteristics. From the above table, and according to the observed f and p-value, it became evident that the difference between the four groups in their overall reading score was significant. To test all pair wise comparisons among means to find where the difference exactly was, Tukey HSD post-hoc test was performed. Analysis of data showed the difference was significant between the first group and other groups. Group one outperformed other groups. The difference was also significant between group two and groups three and four. Group two outperformed groups three and four, but not group one. However, group three did not show any significant difference with group four. (See table 6) As was mentioned earlier, according to the above table, group three had no significant difference with group four, but other groups showed significant differences in overall mean scores of reading test. The first group showed the most difference with group four. It was also revealed that groups one, two, three, and four ranked first, second, third and fourth, respectively, in their reading score. Further analysis was conducted to study if To answer this question a test of ANOVA was run. Based on the f and p-value observed in table 9, there was found a significant difference between the mean scores of different components of the reading test in group three. To find out where exactly the difference was, TukeyHSD post-hoc test was performed. Analysis of data showed the difference was significant only between recognizing and literal meaning. However, the difference was non-significant between other items. (See  table 4 ). Based on the f and p-value observed in table 10, there was a significant difference between the mean scores of different components of the reading test in group four. To find out where exactly the difference was, TukeyHSD post-hoc test was performed. Analysis of data showed the difference was significant between, a) inferencing and literal meaning, b) inferencing and reorganizing, and c) inferencing and vocabulary. However, the difference was non-significant between other items (for more information refer back to table 4).
Phase two of the study for question 3
Regarding the interview data analysis, when the student of the first group was asked what problems he had in reading comprehension, he answered his problem was in grammar and vocabulary. He would uncover hidden meanings by inferencing and believed strategies like guessing were very helpful. However, he thought general proficiency were very important or even more determining than reading strategies in
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Student from the second group mentioned he had a time management problem. He thought it was really an advantage to have a good command of English vocabulary knowledge, but he himself needed more processing time. He thought awareness and use of reading strategies could help him overcome his reading problem, but strategies like monitoring and evaluating were unknown to him and difficult to employ. That was why he was slow in reading.
Student from the third group stated he had vocabulary problems; he would use strategies such as guessing, but as his vocabulary knowledge was not good he usually got frustrated in the act of reading. To him knowledge of reading strategies was useless if there was no good command of English. He thought if he improved his knowledge of vocabulary and grammar, then reading strategies would help him go beyond the text.
Finally, student from the fourth group mentioned he was not good at reading. For this he had little motivation to read in English and did not like it. To him his main problem was in vocabulary and grammar. He believes for this reason he fails to get the literal message let alone the message beyond the text.
DISCUSSION AND SUGGESTIONS
Findings of this study evinced that different degrees of combination of general English proficiency and awareness and use of reading strategies would result in different outcomes in reading comprehension in L2. When both variables were at high levels in a reader, best results would be obtained. However, when this balance is disturbed the outcome might decrease by degrees as well. For example, if proficiency was high but awareness and use of strategies was low, there would be a significant decrease in reading performance in L2; or if L2 general English proficiency was low but awareness and use of strategies was either high or low, there would be a more significant decrease in reading performance in L2. However, there would be no significant difference between the group which was low in proficiency but high in awareness and use of strategies and the group which was low both in proficiency and awareness and use of reading strategies. It seems if the proficiency level is high having awareness and use of reading strategies is an advantage. However, when the proficiency level is kept low, high or low level of awareness of reading strategies is not a determining factor for higher performance in L2.
In addition it was found that ranking in different types of comprehension questions varied from one group to another. Based on the mean scores obtained, in group one the pattern from the highest to the lowest mean score was vocabulary, inferencing, literal comprehension, and reorganizing. However, in groups two and three the pattern was literal comprehension, vocabulary, inferencing and reorganizing. In group four, the pattern was literal comprehension, vocabulary, reorganizing, and inferencing. Analysis of data also showed a significant difference between the mean scores of each of the components of the reading test in the first group. Analysis of data showed the difference was significant between reorganizing and inferencing as well as between reorganizing Talebi   57 International Journal of Instruction, January 2015 • Vol.8, No.1 and vocabulary. However, the difference is non-significant between other items. However, in the second group, there was found no significant difference between the mean scores of different components of the reading test. In group three, analysis of data showed the difference was significant only between recognizing and literal meaning. However, the difference was non-significant between other items. In group four, there is a significant difference between the mean scores of different components of the reading test. Analysis of data showed the difference was significant between a) inferencing and literal meaning, b) inferencing and reorganizing, and c) inferencing and vocabulary. However, the difference was non-significant between other items. What was more interesting was that it was only in the first group that students went beyond the surface literal meaning and had better performance in inferencing. In groups two, three, and four the participants had better performance on literal questions, and the lowest means in inferencing and recognizing type questions. However, in all comprehension type questions group one had mostly better performance compared to other groups. For example, in vocabulary comprehension questions, the mean scores in groups one through 4 were 0.80, 0.61, 0.50, and 0.45, respectively. In inferencing questions, the mean scores in groups one through 4 were 0.79, 0.60, 0.40, and 0.18, respectively. In literal meaning comprehension questions, the mean scores in groups one through 4 were 0.72, 0.72, 0.49, and 0.48, respectively. In reorganizing questions, the mean scores in groups one through 4 were 0.60, 0.58, 0.38, and 0.41, respectively.
The interview data also revealed that the student from the first group employed both linguistic proficiency and strategy knowledge to comprehend that text. Student from the second group had time management problem for reading the text effectively as some strategies like monitoring and evaluating were unknown. Student from the third group stated the root of his reading problem was vocabulary and grammar. To him knowledge of reading strategies was useless if there was no good command of English. Finally, student from the fourth group mentioned he had little motivation to read in English. Actually, he mentioned about the affective factor for his performance.
A plethora of studies on reading strategies have shed light on the positive contributions of reading strategies for successful reading in the L2 (Anderson, 1991; Ikeda and Takeuchi, 2003) . On the other hand, to use reading strategies effectively, readers should reach a certain level of linguistic proficiency. Lack of linguistic proficiency is believed to short-circuit effective strategy use (Alderson, 1984; Koda, 2005; Perfetti & Hart, 2001) . Research (e.g., Oxford et al., 1993) also stresses the importance of the interaction between reading ability and language proficiency. However, high proficiency is not always a determining variable in coping with reading problems as students might feel perplexed and do not take an appropriate approach to foster their reading performance (Eskey, 2005; Phan, 2006; Shokrpour & Fotovatian, 2009 ); All in all, the design of the present research and its findings are somehow different from the above mentioned studies as they did not investigate the combined effects of language proficiency and awareness and use of reading strategies. Based on the findings of this research, both of the variables should be emphasized as in this study it was observed that the best performance in reading is when the two variables are at high levels. However, a higher proficiency level seems to be more effective in reading comprehension than a higher
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International Journal of Instruction, January 2015 • Vol.8, No.1 level of strategy awareness and use as those who are at a high level in proficiency, regardless of level of strategy awareness and use score higher than those who are at a higher level of strategy awareness and use, regardless of level of proficiency. This does not imply that language proficiency should be given more priority to strategy awareness and use as both have been shown to play complementary role in reading performance. Given the significant contribution of proficiency and strategies to reading improvement, linguistic knowledge should be taught to learners simultaneously along with reading strategies. Students with high proficiency level should learn not to rely much on the linguistic knowledge and improve their awareness and use of reading strategies. The reverse should also happen so that fluent reading is guaranteed. It is recommended that English language teachers and learners do not overemphasize one variable over another and consider enhancing general proficiency level as well as awareness and use of reading strategies to have the most successful reading performance. It is also recommended that affective factors, along with proficiency level and strategy knowledge be considered in the teaching or learning process in reading classes.
